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Abstract:  This article reveals how educational policies and policy contexts in Sweden, Norway, Finland and 
Australia establish the circumstances which enable and constrain individual and collective teacher professional 
development as praxis.  We provide insights into existing partnerships between universities and schools, and, 
municipalities and the state as vehicle for professional development, and the way in which policy contexts have 
shaped and reshaped these relationships.  We also consider the resonances, and points of tension, across and within 
different national policy settings, to assist us to understand, and to productively inform, policy-making within and 
across national contexts.  We conclude by arguing that while PD policies within and across international contexts are 
productive of teachers’ collective focus upon student learning – a form of ‘mutuality’ – they increasingly serve as 
overarching practices which contribute to the development of educational practices reflective of national and 
international pressure to account for performance – a concern for ‘measurability’.  
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Introduction 
 
This article provides insights into the educational policies and politics which influence the 
professional development (‘PD’) practices of teachers in the three Nordic countries of Norway, 
Sweden and Finland, and Australia.  There is a particular emphasis upon whether and how 
teacher professional development is framed as an active praxis-oriented process, that is, as a 
vehicle to enable teachers to research their own practice as morally informed and committed 
members of a particular tradition – as truly participant action researchers, for example, seeking to 
improve their local and wider circumstances – or whether professional development is construed 
as a more passive and technicist activity.  The latter encourages teachers to act as operatives 
within a broader system which may not adequately promote the principles of active teacher 
inquiry.  The article will also provide insights into the circumstances, such as specific policy 
contexts, at the micro and macro levels, which enable and constrain teachers as action researchers 
in particular, or inquirers into their own learning more generally.   
 
These policy texts and contexts are framed as ‘metapractices’ – overarching practices which 
influence the conduct of other practices.  Educational policy metapractices seek to influence the 
conduct of classroom teaching practices, and other schooling related practices, including teacher 
professional development.  In turn, the professional development practices which these policy 
metapractices seek to influence are themselves understood as constitutive of particular cultural-
discursive (‘sayings’), material-economic (‘doings’) and socio-political (‘relatings’) structures 
and processes.  Collectively,  these ‘sayings’, ‘doings’ and ‘relatings’ serve as the ‘architects’ of 
practice, or what Kemmis and Grootenboer (2008) describe as ‘practice architectures’.  In this 
paper, teacher professional development practices are understood as both the product and 
producer of various sayings, doings and relatings which either promote both the good for the 
individual, and for the society at large – practice as praxis (Kemmis & Smith, 2008) – or are 
understood to inhibit this ‘good’.  In this way, the research seeks to reveal the relationship 
between the political and policy context which frames teacher professional development, and the 
extent to which subsequent professional development serves as a vehicle for the development of 
praxis, or what might be described as praxis development.   
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These policy and political metapractices are not simply arbitrary but have arisen as a result of 
broader pressures upon policy makers at all levels of the policy production cycle.  That is, these 
policy metapractices are the product of government and public governance more generally.  We 
show how these pressures and influences are not uniform across national contexts, nor through 
time, and the ways they seek to influence how teachers are able to act, relate or speak about their 
learning.  We identify particular practice architectures, such as teachers’ engagement in school-
university action research initiatives, which influence what and how teachers will teach, and 
explore their relationship with various meta-practices of educational policy-making. 
 
 
Case Presentations 
 
Case 1:  Professional Development Policy in Australia  
 
While Australian educational policy texts and contexts promote professional development for 
a variety of purposes and encourage robust collaboration between teachers and researchers, recent 
policies also serve as metapractices which promote economistic and accountability-oriented 
concerns.  Australian professional development (PD) policies reflect a disjunctive ensemble of 
residual, dominant and emergent trends, rather than a linear progression from earlier times to the 
present (Hardy, 2003; 2008).  The Australian Government Quality Teacher Programme 
(AGQTP), the principal Australian federal policy designed to promote PD, exemplifies these 
multiple managerial, neoliberal and more social democratic influences.   
 
On the one hand, and in keeping with the trend of governments to promote a self-
responsibilising polity (Rose, 1999), this particular policy ensemble encourages practice 
architectures of teachers taking an increasingly active role in instigating their own professional 
development, and competing with one another for available funds to do so.  Also, the learning of 
most value is related to specific curriculum areas perceived to be most likely to lead to economic 
improvement.  The provision of federal funding for the particular disciplines, or ‘Key Learning 
Areas’, of literacy, numeracy, science, information and communications technology and 
vocational education and training, which are seen as commensurate with improved economic 
productivity (Grundy & Robison, 2004), reflect the influence of such economistic pressures.  
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Concerns to ensure that resources are expended efficiently also foreground issues of 
accountability.  The extent to which a more praxis-oriented disposition is evident within more 
recent iterations of the AGQTP guidelines may be called into question.  While there is still 
funding provided directly for schools serving lower socio-economic communities, the 2005 
guidelines also act as metapractices which frame gifted and talented students and all boys as 
requiring additional funding and attention (Commonwealth of Australia, 2005).  As a result, these 
professional development policies limit the resources available for teacher learning overtly allied 
with the concerns of students in the most difficult material-economic circumstances.  There are 
also restrictions on the way funds can be used, such as an upper limit of 15% of total project 
funds for teacher release.  Concerns about accountability and responsible use of funds are 
significant discourses within relevant policy texts.   
 
At the same time, however, the content of the learning discursively promoted within the 
AGQTP at different points in time also reflects how such professional development policies may 
also promote more inclusive, collaborative and active engagement on the part of teachers as well.  
Earlier iterations of the AGQTP (known as the Quality Teacher Programme in 2000, and the 
Commonwealth Quality Teacher Programme in 2003) were explicit in their support for teachers 
of students in difficult circumstances.  This includes teachers of rural and remote students, 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander (ATSI) students, and disadvantaged urban students 
(Commonwealth of Australia, 2000; 2003).  A more praxis-oriented disposition was evident 
within the 2003 and 2005 AGQTP policy guidelines which also foregrounded collaborative 
workplace-based learning processes involving teachers working with colleagues in schools as 
well as educators and other experts beyond teachers’ respective school sites (Commonwealth of 
Australia, 2003; 2005).  Such principles are part of a longer legacy of material, discursive and 
political support for collaboration, most obvious during the early 1990s in Australia, and 
exemplified in the ‘Innovative Links’ initiative involving collaboration between schools and 
universities (Sachs & Groundwater-Smith, 1999), and other efforts to foster the sharing of ideas 
for school renewal through the National Schools Project (Ladwig & White, 1996).  By similarly 
providing significant resources to promote more social democratic and progressive interactions, 
including $139 million for the 2006-2009 triennium (Commonwealth of Australia, 2005), the 
latest policy advocates ‘material’ rather than just ‘symbolic’ support (Taylor, Rizvi, Lingard & 
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Henry, 1997) for active teacher inquiry in context, and in relation to students in struggling 
circumstances. 
 
Consequently, the way in which professional development in Australia is conceptualised as 
policy is multi-faceted, complex and contradictory.  There is evidence of how professional 
development policies serve as metapractices heavily influenced by the broader economistic and 
accountability-oriented circumstances in which they are located.  It is also apparent that these 
circumstances sometimes have a detrimental effect upon the promotion of a more praxis-oriented 
disposition in policy.  While professional development related policies appear to promote practice 
architectures sympathetic to the development of praxis (as it is conceptualised in this paper), they 
also often promote more technicist and technical approaches to teachers’ learning which make it 
difficult to sustain active participation on the part of teachers, and may marginalise teacher 
learning likely to address the needs of students in the most dire material circumstances. 
 
Case 2: Traditions, policies and practices of teacher professional development in Finland  
 
The education system in Finland has gradually become influenced by the managerial 
educational policies and reforms that exist in the west, including Australia.  However, 
educational policies in Finland seem to be more loosely coupled with the reform movement’s 
focus on standardization, accountability and managerialism. The policies and practices that 
impact on teachers’ professional development have to be related to at least two historical and 
cultural phenomena.  Firstly, Finland adopts a comprehensive and unitary, yet pragmatic view on 
lifelong learning, integrating moral, political, cultural and structural aspects, from compulsory 
school to adult education. Secondly, from the 1960s onwards, the education system has 
developed systematically according to a principle of ‘slow schooling’, based on a culture of trust 
in, and respect for, the teaching profession. Teaching as a profession still ranks as the most 
desired occupation of high school graduates (Sahlberg 2007; Hargreaves, Halász & Pont, 2007).  
 
Despite the fact that, globally, ‘education’ as a service provided by the state has been 
replaced by a greater emphasis on a more technicist conception of professional ‘learning’, PD in 
Finland is conceptualised in terms of a more intrinsically-oriented continuing professional 
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‘education’. This somehow contradictory view on professional development is anchored in two 
interconnected elements: influences from the university and research-based teacher education 
system, and the tradition of teacher professionalism. The research-based teacher education 
programmes involve extensive supervised practicum in government schools, aimed at integrating 
theory and practice, and lay the groundwork for lifelong professional development (Niemi & 
Jakku-Sihvonen, 2006). 
 
From a wider, systemic policy perspective, the strong tradition of autonomy of the teaching 
profession in Finland promotes a more praxis-oriented disposition amongst teachers, and is 
reflected in and supported by intelligent accountability and a culture of trust.  Sahlberg (2007, 
152) uses the term ‘trust-based professionalism’, referring to how national testing is very limited, 
school inspections do not exist anymore, and the assessment of pupils is accomplished by 
teacher-developed, rather than standardized tests. This strong autonomy has also been 
conceptualised in terms of teacher empowerment, with the aim of encouraging teachers to 
promote educational reform and societal change through their profession. The social and ethical 
aspects of teachers’ work are emphasized already during initial teacher education (Webb, 
Vulliamy, Hämäläinen, Sarja, Kimonen, & Nevalainen, 2004, 86-87).   
 
However, at the same time, from a systemic point of view, teachers’ professional 
development is conceptualised in an instrumental and highly rational manner, as developmental 
needs and participation of individual teachers in continuing education measured in days of 
training per school year (Jakku-Sihvonen & Rusanen, 1999). The focus of these mandatory 
events is on content, such as ICT- related learning, subject specific training and curriculum 
development. The main emphasis in the recent policy documents for teachers’ professional 
development (Ministry of Education, 2004; 2007) is clearly on provision, structure and content of 
PD, not educational or collaborative practices. The content reflects the influence of the global 
education reform movement (management, evaluation, impact analysis) and the challenges 
recognized within the Finnish education system (special needs education, the use of ICT, 
multiculturalism).  
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Although the conception of teacher-as-researcher has been one of the aims of teacher 
education since the 1980s, it is noteworthy that this orientation is described in terms of ‘an 
autonomous teacher reflecting on his or her work’ (Kosunen & Mikkola, 2002, 143). Thus, it is 
hardly surprising that the highly individual tradition of professional development is reflected in a 
relatively weak tradition of educational action research. Examples of action research within 
schools or municipalities are quite rare although there are some recent examples of professional 
development projects using consultation and mentoring as a vehicle for professional development 
(see Jokinen & Välijärvi, 2006).   
 
Even though the neo-liberal discourse of choice, evaluation, decentralization and cuts have 
influenced Finnish policies, teachers have, at least partially, succeeded in creating a kind of 
sustainable development in education (Rinne, Kivirauma & Simola, 2002). Hargreaves (2007) 
uses the concept of ‘creative recombination’ to describe a strategy of patiently and prudently 
combining the resources of the past with an interest in trying new ideas and methods.  However, 
practices for teachers’ professional development, as with teaching and school development 
practices in general, seem to have remained quite traditional and conservative (Sahlberg, 2007, 
165). This ‘pedagogical conservatism’ (Simola, 2005, 461), may encourage strong professional 
autonomy and trust, but also discourages more collaborative professional development. 
 
Case 3: Professional development policy in Sweden through the tradition of in-service 
training  
 
Professional development policy in Sweden can be connected to more traditional strategies of 
in-service training (Ahlström & Kallós, 1995). PD has traditionally been steered by the state, 
involving the National Agency of Education providing models for teaching. These models, based 
on research, were conveyed to teachers via a centralised in-service training programme, the aim 
of which was to achieve equal standards of education throughout the country (Carlgren, 1987). 
This way of looking at PD framed teachers as technical agents responding to the demands of 
others.  Local or context-specific knowledge was considered largely irrelevant. 
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However, since the 1980s, there has been a gradual shift to a decentralised system which has 
transformed the relationship between educational research and school practice. Local or context-
specific knowledge first began to be regarded as relevant in the beginning in the 1990s when the 
employment of teachers was transferred to local authorities and, as a consequence, local 
responsibility and context became important.  To stimulate teachers to become active in their 
roles as agents at the local level, different strategies of resource provision were used. Funding 
was provided nationally to local teacher-initiated projects and competition between applicants 
was encouraged. The provision of funding was overseen by the National Agency for Education 
and/or the Ministry of Education and Science and, for a number of years, has been used in 
accordance with the hidden agenda of implementing a new curriculum (Lgr-80 or Lpo-94). In a 
study of this work, it was found that cooperation among teachers increased and they expressed a 
greater sense of security with one another, along with a feeling that their personal needs and 
careers were more firmly tied together. It also became clear that teachers regarded this knowledge 
as an important means of improving their professional competency (Rönnerman, 1993).  
 
Another practice architecture of local development, which can also be connected to the new 
Teacher Education Act (SOU, 1999, p. 63) dating from the late 1990s onwards, involved teachers 
accessing opportunities for post-graduate study. Teachers were expected to be involved in both 
action and research – to contribute to school development, to have the ability to reflect on their 
work in the classroom, to evaluate educational activities, and to revise didactic approaches. There 
was interest in how teachers could develop their practice from experience and knowledge, and 
how these factors interacted with the pressures of policy to focus on school development issues. 
In order to gain funding to support this work, teachers had to cooperate with an institute of higher 
education. This resulted in partnerships between schools and universities. Studies of such projects 
indicated that teachers acquired an increased awareness and self-confidence, learned more about 
their work, and changed their activities on the basis of conscious decision-making (Frykhammar, 
2001; Rönnerman, 2003).  Some of the studies were related to action research, which were 
sometimes identified as a means of stimulating teachers’ PD. Even though some successes have 
been achieved via action research, the inter-professional encounters between researchers and 
teachers have seldom been problematised (Lendahls Rosendahl & Rönnerman, 2006; 
Rönnerman, 2008).  
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More recently, state control has been strengthened, both via school inspections and Individual 
Development plans, which have become a statutory requirement in Swedish schools, and which 
can be related to concerns about children’s achievement in international tests such as TIMMS 
(Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study), PISA (Programme for International 
Student Assessment), and PIRLS (Progress in Reading Literacy Study). The Government has 
contributed 3.6 billion SEK for in-service training over a period of three years (2007-2010). In 
contrast to the investments of former governments, the resources currently being allocated are 
routed specifically to individual training in the areas of literacy, numeracy and specific school 
subjects. The aim is to ‘strengthen teachers’ competencies to increase (deepen) pupils’ 
achievements in accordance with the goals in the curriculum’ (SFS, 2007, p. 223).  
 
Case 4:  Professional Development Policy in Norway 
  
In Norway, restructuring has renewed attention in relation to fundamental educational 
dilemmas, such as the tension between utility and culture, control and autonomy, homogeneity 
and plurality, efficiency and equality, and education as investment and education as a civilizing 
and cultural activity (Aasen, 2003).  So far, many efforts have been made to develop the 
comprehensive school (which educates all students, aged six to eighteen).  Traditionally, 
comprehensive schooling was seen as the best means for redressing fundamental differences in 
society. However, it seems that the new educational policies have moved from social ideals 
towards a more liberal and economistic view of education. Norwegian education is going through 
a restorative period during which the social democratic model is being adjusted to new demands 
in society (Telhaug, 1999). 
 
In this context, teachers’ professional development in Norway is to be understood in relation 
to several policies including the new curriculum (The Knowledge Promotion Reform: From Word 
to Deed (see Ministry of Education, 2007), different national educational programs, as well as 
international educational reports. Within the framework of inclusiveness and equal opportunities, 
and with a special emphasis on learning, the new curriculum is meant to ensure that all pupils 
receive a differentiated education.  The new curriculum has resulted in new professional demands 
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on teachers, such as making local curriculum plans, collaborative decision-making, and new ways 
of communicating with parents. Such rearticulation of teachers’ work was argued partly as a way 
of empowering teachers and schools, and partly as a solution to efficiency and accountability 
concerns in the public sector. Instead of being a culture characterised by an implicit, tacit, craft-
oriented, and oral working culture, the teaching profession is now redefined as an explicit, 
discursive, theory-informed, and written professional culture (Aasen, 2003). While the 
implementation of the curricula has been decentralized, intensive central control has emerged 
through streamlining a system of management, external evaluation, and accountability.  
 
Tightly coupled with the new curriculum, the national policy, Competence for Development - 
Strategic Plan for Competence Development in Primary and Secondary Education and Training - 
2005-2008 (Ministry of Education and Research, 2005) specifically seeks to influence teacher 
PD.  This policy requires each municipality and county to chart its needs, make plans and carry 
out competence development measures for its teachers. Never before has there been such a 
comprehensive, systemic commitment to teachers’ professional development in Norwegian 
schools. By the end of 2008, the Government and the school owners will have spent a total of 
NOK 3.5 billion. This contrasts with earlier reforms, such as calls by the Committee for 
Education, Research and Church Affairs (2003) to focus upon both teachers’ individual needs, as 
well as systemic needs more generally: ‘the professional renewal of teachers in the course of their 
teaching careers is important for keeping them in schools. It is therefore vital to recognize the 
individual teacher’s need for renewal, and not unilaterally emphasize the needs of school owners’ 
(Recommendation No. 268). According to the evaluation report, no. 3 (Hagen, Nyen, & Nadim, 
2008), the plan for the competence development has resulted in more systematic work at the local 
level. The strategy has caused increased collaboration between the school owners, the schools 
and the universities and university colleges, and teachers describe the courses as more practice-
oriented. 
 
To enhance and support school development processes at the local level, in 2005 the 
Norwegian Ministry of Education and Research also initiated another policy focused specifically 
on school development: Program for School Development. Two years later, the program was 
expanded and renamed The Knowledge Promotion Reform - From Word to Deed. (Ministry of 
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Education and Research, 2007).  The overall goal of the program was to improve learning 
outcomes and learning environments in schools. A prerequisite for funding was that proposed 
projects would be based on cooperation between schools, local municipalities and external 
stakeholders.  Those in schools and municipalities were responsible for taking the initiative for 
encouraging cooperation, and municipalities had to compete to obtain grants. It seemed that the 
small municipalities had less chance of succeeding in this competition (Directorate for Education 
and Training, 2008). Researchers at universities and university colleges were invited to provide 
external support to facilitate the development processes in the schools.  The evaluation report 
identified the role of external support and the schools’ capacity for developing a ‘learning 
organisation’ as two of the driving forces in school development. (Blossing, Hagen, Nyen & 
Söderström, 2007).  
 
During recent years, the national policies have been influenced by international catalysts as 
driving forces moreso than has previously been the case (Telhaug, Mediås & Aasen, 2006). At 
the turn of the century, a pedagogic ‘crisis’ was to affect Norway after the PISA and TIMMS 
international measures of student achievement revealed students’ academic outcomes were 
mediocre.  The overwhelming focus on the national and international tests is currently 
undermining local efforts to develop schools as genuine ‘learning organisations’.  
 
Discussion and reflection: From mutuality to measurability? 
 
The case studies reveal that educational policy and politics act as complex metapractices 
which significantly influence how teacher professional development is construed within and 
across different national and international contexts. An analysis of these cases makes it possible 
to identify both significant differences and commonalities between PD policies and associated 
policies and politics. While the current policy agenda reveals some ‘mutuality’ between 
practitioners – characterised by internal, profession-driven learning focused on multiple student 
learning outcomes –  a culture of ‘measurability’ which emphases external, imposed, 
individualistic measures of performance for accountability or economistic purposes has had a 
significant impact. Trying to understand how these influences operate in comparison with 
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different national contexts also provides the possibility of deriving important lessons about how 
to engage in policy making and implementation for more productive teacher learning.   
 
Policy efforts to foster systemic links between schools and universities have the potential to 
effect increased mutuality and praxis development manifest as more productive, robust critiques 
of teachers’ educational practices.  The decision by the Swedish National Agency for Education 
and Ministry of Education in the late 1990s to tie the provision of funding to the development of 
links between schools and universities resonates with current and past national educational 
reforms in Australia.  The National Schools Project in Australia, established by the federal 
government, focused on promoting organisational restructuring and change by encouraging closer 
working relations between schools and universities (Ladwig & White, 1996).  The current 
Australian Government Quality Teacher Programme requires schools to work with universities to 
secure federal funding.  Similarly, in Norway, the Competence for Development policy, the 
national school development program, Knowledge Promotion – From Words to Deeds, in 
conjunction with the new national curriculum, encourage collaborative decision-making and co-
operation between schools, municipalities and external stakeholders, including universities. 
 
However, there are also competing policy pressures which simultaneously operate as 
metapractices which discourage effective collaboration for praxis development between schools 
and universities.  Those instances of collaboration which are supported systemically within the 
AGQTP, such as the requirement for schools to liaise with an academic partner, serve as practice 
architectures which only partially challenge the competitive funding regime which characterises 
the AGQTP, and the entrenched individualism in teaching within a broader culture heavily 
influenced by discourses of economic competitiveness.  This is similarly the case in the Swedish 
and Norwegian contexts where teachers are required to collaborate with researchers, but are only 
able to do so if successful in securing competitive funding.  Furthermore, the recent push for 
individual teachers to improve their subject knowledge to increase children’s achievements 
according to specific curriculum areas (especially literacy and numeracy), challenges already 
established school-university partnerships.  Fostering such collaboration would seem important 
given recent findings in Norway, outlined in the fourth case story, which validate such 
interactions.  
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In terms of teacher collaboration more generally, both the cultures of teaching and relevant 
policies in the Finnish situation serve as metapractices which foster significant individuality, 
perhaps more than any of the other countries mentioned.  The Finnish emphasis upon 
individuality may also account for the relative lack of action research initiatives, and the 
dominance of self-reflective approaches rather than more interactive approaches.  Similarly, 
Australian policies struggle to foster the systemic collaborative practice architectures between 
teachers, and between teachers and university researchers, which seem to be more evident in the 
Swedish case.  However, relevant Swedish policies serve as metapractices which also seek to 
foster interactions between educators for not only context-specific development, but also to 
ensure compliance with specific policy prerogatives (such as the implementation of new curricula 
in the 1990s).  Similarly, while Norwegian policies support increased collaboration between 
schools, municipalities and external stakeholders, this is occurring within a context of increased 
accountability and surveillance which require these interactions for government funding.  The 
specification of such links challenge praxis development in the form of more intrinsically 
teacher-driven collaborative initiatives related specifically to their own needs and contexts.   
 
The way in which professional development provision and content are construed also provides 
evidence of a strong focus upon issues of measurability.  In the Australian setting, issues of 
funding, content and approach to PD are explicitly (and sometimes expansively) documented 
within the AGQTP policy ensemble. The responsibilities of the different levels of government in 
relation to expending funds are outlined in detail, as are the ways in which those in schools need 
to account for expended funds.  Similarly, the professional development policies in Finland serve 
as metapractices which specify the amounts of specific subject/discipline areas related PD (with 
an emphasis upon ICT, literacy and numeracy, and special education) which schools need to 
undertake.  The focus upon basic skills is very similar to more technicist approaches in the 
Australian setting, and potentially, the most recent reforms in Sweden and Norway.  The 
Norwegian emphasis upon teacher professional development being closely aligned with the new 
curriculum, and efforts to link The Competence for Development policy with a more prescriptive 
curriculum also problematises stated emphases upon individual teachers’ needs. While the strong 
focus upon establishing school-university relations to try to foster genuine inquiry-oriented PD 
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practices seems to be a practice architecture of significant influence, the most recent injection of 
funds for the provision of in-service training focused on student achievement on international 
tests serves as a policy metapractice which has the potential to rearticulate a conception of PD 
away from the careful cultivation of school-university links and on more localised, school-based 
issues in Norway.  Under such circumstances, more praxis-oriented and sustainable practice 
architectures could be difficult to foster.  
 
Finally, while there are important similarities and resonances across different national 
contexts, there are also important differences in relation to a broader politics of education which 
influences how PD policy and politics are construed.  Finnish educators, for example, appear to 
engage in their work within a context which seems to value more overtly, rather than 
vanquishing, past educational practices.  Even as policies serve as emerging metapractices 
promoting  neoliberal iterations of PD practice in Finland, this is occurring within an educational 
system which values teachers as persons, their knowledge,  capacities to determine how best to 
proceed within their own particular circumstances.  This is considerably different from the 
Australian and other Anglo settings where such a politics of respect for teachers and teaching has 
been severely corroded over the past three decades.  Sweden and Norway seem to occupy a 
middle ground between these positions, having more in common with Finland in relation to 
trying to encourage practice architectures associated with more systemic collaboration as a means 
to foster the sort of professionalism more intrinsic to Finnish educational culture.  However, the 
substantial material resources allocated for teacher PD oriented towards basic skills and content 
knowledge in disciplines specified by the government in Sweden, and the recent concerns about 
positionality on international literacy and numeracy league tables in Norway, also reflect material 
and discursive influences likely to result in the sorts of prescriptive PD practice architectures 
which steer teacher PD in ways more akin to the neoliberal west.  This is in contrast to the more 
profession-driven, praxis-oriented attitude which has traditionally characterised relations with 
teachers in the Nordic countries, and which were more apparent in Australia and other Anglo 
countries in earlier times. 
 
Conclusion 
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We have shown how PD and associated policies and the politics of their implementation serve 
as metapractices with the capacity to effect technicist approaches to teacher learning.  Alongside 
increasing pressures for standardisation and homogenisation in education (witness the ever 
increasing concerns about international indicators on standardised OECD and IEA educational 
benchmarks such as PISA and TIMMS respectively), these policies have also served as more 
enabling metapractices which encourage PD oriented towards more genuinely collaborative 
interactions between teachers, researchers, municipalities, students and other educational 
stakeholders, and focused upon a more holistic conception of student learning. That is, we have 
found evidence of PD for both ‘measurability’ and ‘mutuality’.   There is also considerable 
variation within and between nation-states’ PD-related policies and politics, even where 
sometimes common borders, shared cultures and histories might be expected to encourage 
homogeneity.  Consequently, PD policies and the politics surrounding such policies are often 
contradictory, as they seek to respond to multiple pressures and contingencies.  While such 
policies and politics have not simply led from a more genuinely teacher- directed era of PD 
practice to one in which external measures of achievement dictate PD policies, there is clearly a 
case for vigilance amongst all educational stakeholders to ensure this does not occur.     
 
Remaking the conditions for PD for teachers involves praxis development which is manifest in 
forms of professional development which go beyond finding new and innovative ways to 
measure and account for teacher learning. Such development would promote better understanding 
of the contexts in which teachers’ work and learning are undertaken.  Professional development 
policies, and associated educational policies, serve as metapractices which have the potential to 
foreground the circumstances under which teachers’ learning is undertaken, and to influence such 
learning.  They have the capacity to increase engagement between educational stakeholders as a 
vehicle for the provision of profession-driven, collaborative inquiry by teachers for teachers 
focused on specific students’ needs.  We would argue that to foster the conditions most 
conducive to genuine student learning, educational policy-makers need to resist knee-jerk 
reactions to concerns about accountability for resources, and national performance on generic, 
standardised test scores.  Instead, they should encourage PD practices more akin to the local 
needs and practices of teachers and students in schools.  This is more likely to result in the sorts 
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of beneficial reforms national governments actually hope for in their perennial efforts to reform 
schooling systems. 
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